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REMARKS 

CUums 72-91 are pending in the present application. Claims 72, 79, 82-83 and I 86-87 
toe been amended as disused during me November 16* intend. Support the 
amendments is found, for example, in me specification a. ,*ge 8. line 33 ,o page 9, hue 1 ( W s 
before mentioned, me present invention reiates to , metirod of inducing or sustauung a 
specific tanunological response ... to an antigen in an anina! over time."); page 17. hues 29-3 
rttlhus the antigen used in the invention is matched n> the specific disease found in me annual 
being treated.'* and page 9, Hues 23-24 (" W he antigen is delivered to the animal so that tire 
antigen is present in the animal's lymphatic system on a s,rstained basis over a period of tune. ). 
Additional support for the amendments is found in the cbdms as originally filed. CUvrm 80 has 
beon amended to provide proper antecedent basis for the existing nmnation, which antecedent 
basis was removed by tie amendment to Claim 79 that w * discussed during the November 16 
interview. Therefore, no new matter ha, been added. Liscossion of the amendments to those- 
claims is set forth more fully below. 

T^.tim. under 3^ TI.S.C. 6 11?., first p aragraph 

The USPTO indicated during 1he November 16* interview that this rejection is 
withdrawn in view of discussion of this rejection in Applicants' response that was filed on 
September 30, 2004. 

W«»je^nnsUr"ter^ TI.S.C. S 102 

The rejection of Claims 79-80, 83, 86, 87, and '>0 in view of Grohmami et al. and me 
rejection of Claims 72-74, 77-84, 87, and 89-91 m view of Sadao et al. were discussed during the 

November 16 th interview. 

Applicants have amended independent Claims 7::, 79, 82-83 and 87 as agreed during the 
November 16, 2004 interview. The PTO agreed that tho amendments specified in the Interview 
Summary dated November 16, 2004, which are set forth above, would overcome the § 102 
rejections over Grohmann et aL and Sadao et al. respecti vely. In particular, Claims 72, 79, 82-83 
and 87, which were rejected over Sadao et aL, are ameuded to recite an "antigen-specrfc" CTL 
response, thus distinguishing over Sadao et al Also, Cairns 79, 83 and 87, which were rejected 
over Grohmann et al., further are amended as specified in the Interview Summary dated 
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November 16, 2004,0 recite "delivering tie antigen ... on,, sussed basis over a period time a. 
. level sufficient to induce and sustain an antigen-specific" CTL response in the mammal, thns 
distinguishing over Grohmann et al 

fa view of me agreed-upon amendments, and in accordance with the agreement reached 
in the November 16, 2004 interview. Applicants respect*, lly request withdrawal of me mstan. 
§ 102 rejections. 

Paction Undf ^ TT.S.C. 8 103 

All of the rejections under § 103 rely upon the combination of the primary reference, 
Sadao etal, with various other secondary references. As.liscussedaboveincomrectionw.ththe 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), Sadao et al alone coes not anticipate the claims because 
Sadao et al does not teach each and every limitation of ihe dependent claims. Also, none of 
the secondary reference, alone discloses the deficient elements of the independent claim,. 
Furthermore, the combination of Sadao et al with the secondary references still does not teach or 
suggest all of the claim limitations. Moreover, for the reasons set forth in Applicants' prions 
response, there is no motivation to combine the primary x sference with the secondary reference, 
Ttus the cited references, alone or combined, do not teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
Accordingly. Applicants respectfully submit that tprima facie case of obviousness has not been 
established. 

M light of the foregoing, Applicants respectfull> submit that Claims 72, 75-77, 83, and 
86-88 are not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that 
the rejection under this section be withdrawn and that tie claims be allowed in accordance with 
the agreement reached during the November 16, 2004 interview. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the rejections set forth in the 
outstanding Office Action have been addressed and that the application is now in cond^on for 
allowance. Acc^dingly. Applicants request the expedit ous aUowance of me pending claaros. 

The undersigned has made a good faith effort to respond to all of the rejections in the case 
and to place the claims in condition for immediate allowance. Nevertheless, if any undeveloped 
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is 



respectfully requested to call 



issues remain or if any issues require clarification, the Exanuner 
the undersigned to discuss such issues. 

Please charge any additional fees, including any fee* for additional extension of tune, or 
credit overpayment to Deposit Account No. 11-1410. 

Respectfully submitted, 

KNOBBE, MARTENS, OLSON & BEAR, LLP 



Dated: 



By: 



Marc T. Morley 
Registration No. 52,051 
Attorn sy of Record 
Customer No. 20,995 
(619): 135-8550 



S:\DOCS\MTM\MTM-73 15-DOC 
112404 



-8- 



PAGE 10/10 ' RCVD AT 1 1/24/2004 5:32:58 PM [Eastern Standard Time] " SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/1 * DNIS:8729306 * CSID:1 6192350176 * DURATION (mrn-ss):02-54 



This Page is Inserted by IFW Indexing and Scanning 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 

Defective images within this document are accurate representations of the original 
documents submitted by the applicant. 

« •" 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 

□ BLACK BORDERS 

□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

□ FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ILLEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 

□ LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 

□ REFERENCES) OR EXHTBIT(S) SUBMITTED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: ; ■ ; 

IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 
As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 
problems checked, please do not report these problems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox. 



